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the C'Hi^MAN (Czechoslovakia) ( translation from Russ i an ): I declare 
open the one hundred and ninth meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Comrfiittee on D:1sarmament» 

'Mto GIN MIETTI (Italy) ( tran slation from French) 5 On 13 Anarch the 
Committee heard a statement by the United States delegation the importance and 
value of which will, I hope, have escaped no one. Mr» Stelle gave us a clear 
and detailed account of what in the United States delegation's opinion should 
be the procedure governing inspection (ENDC/PV.108, pp« 5 et seq >), Me now have 
before us a complete American blue-print for. a treaty on the prohibiten of tests. 
VJe have a good basis upon which to establish fruitful co-operation; but all 
delegations remain free to make observations and to formulate their own proposals. 

On the other hand, we have unfortunately so far had no Soviet blueprint 
for a treaty. From the Soviet side we have heard only an insistently repeated 
number, the acceptance of which is presented as an ultimatum. We are told 
"Accept this figure, or we shall not allow you to negotiate on anything"* That 
is a system of negotiation which I deeply deplore. I find the statements made 
by JMr. Tsarapkin at our 108th meeting totally incomprehensible* I^ir. Tsarapkin 
told us that the United States delegation, in presenting proposals and defining 
clearly its ideas on the methods of inspection, was tiying to torpedo the 
Committee's work (ibid., p. 33 ). 

I may say that, as far as I am concerned, I have made without success. every 
possible effort to understand the Soviet attitude, which is contrary to all 
normal methods of negotiation and appears even. to be in contradiction with the 
repeatedly-asserted Soviet desire to reach an agreement. I should like to be 
sure that there are no ulterior motives behind this attitude. At our recent meetings 
the delegations of the -socialist countries have insisted so often that inspections 
are unnecessary, and that in their opinion doubtful phenomena do not exist, that 
we cannot help entertaining some suspicions • I should not like inspections to be 
considered by the Soviet delegation merely as an inconvenient formality which 
should consequently be reduced to a minimum or even to a symbolical gesture. That 
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is an assumption which I do not wish to make. The letters which }^. Khrushchev 
has written to l^r.. Kennedy (£NDC/73) are to ay alnd clear and binding. When 
these letters speak of inspections, they surely nean inspections which are 
efficient and valid for the aims to which they are directed; but if there remains 
any doubt on this point, it should be removed, 

1:11 that tiy delegation asks of the Soviet delegation is that it should explain 
the aoaning of the word "insp«ctipn" as used in Mr. Khrushchev's letter/ and that 
it s'hould develop the concept indicated there. We know now what the United 
States delegation neans by an Inspection. What is the Soviet delegation's reply, 
what are its proposals? We should like the Soviet delegation to emerge fron this 
silence, which nay well engender doubts as to the sincerity of its intentions. 
The delegations of .the socialist countries often indulge in the barren game of 
seeking indications of the bad faith of the United States in the free and independent 
press of the West; but what proofs have we here in the present negotiations of 
the Soviet Governraent's spirit of co-operation? 

Moreover, the Soviet delegation should not see anything offensive or derogatory 
in our search for guarantec-s to attend the application of a 'test ban' treaty, 
as Mr, Tsarapkin did in his statement on 11 March. (ENDC/PV.107, p. 34.). These 
guarantees are reciprocal and, even- if there was no distrust between us, would 
be necessary according to the- rules of international law. In the present state 
of international law, all agreements are based upon the principle, pacta sunt 
servanda. If one party violates a treaty, the only recourse for -the other p«j-ty 
is to consider itself also freed from the treaty. Taking this principle as our' 
basis, it is necessary that neither party should have any doubt concerning tbe 
application of the treaty. Both mst have means of satisfying • themselves in this 
matter. It is not a question of preconceived or -aQfair distrust. It is a 
question simply of applying the normal rules oT international law. 

.Hence the. request for seven Inspections and seven automatic stations is not 
offensive to .anybody. It corresponds' simply with the entirely normal requirement 
that the treaty should provide sufficient guarantees to both parties. This 
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requirement has been accepted in principle by everyone, and the modalities of its 
application are what we must discuss with the participation of all delegations* 
These modaliti9s — these parameters, as they are called — naturally have a 
technical aspect, and my delegation therefore followed with Interest the 
scientific discussions v/hich took place at our 107th and 108th meetings* 

The Italian delegation believes in the usefulness of this kind of discussion; 
although we should have preferred the exchange of views to be more constructive 
and capable of providing us with concrete assistance in overcoming our present 
dif f iculties c Unfortunately, certain statements by the delegation of the 
socialist countries were concerned more with the past of our negotiations than with 
their future, and for this reason were not constructive • Indeed, the delegations 
of the socialist countries attempted to demonstrate once more, particularly at 
our 107th meeting, as I said just now, that inspections are unnecessary and that 
in their opinion there are no doubtful ph.enomenao These are arguments- which have 
already been contested by the Western delegations at earlier sessions. of our 
Conference, and to my mind it would be superfluous to return to this question. 

However, I wish to point out once more that, when technical questions are 
discussed, it is always on the basis of the scientific data available to the 
Western nuclear Powers. These data are interpreted in an uncharitable and 
sometimes tendentious manner by the delegations of the socialist countrieso 
However, these delegations have never adduced their own scientific data in 
rebuttal. It would seem normal in negotiations df this kind that, when one side 
provides abundant material for judgement and honestly subm_its the results of its 
scientific research for examination by other delegations, the other side in turn 
should also make known the results of its work. In this connexion we only know 
the views expressed by the Soviet scientists at the Pugwash Conference, and these 
views . confirm, quite clearly the existence of doubtful phenomena and the consequent 
necessity for on-site inspections (ENDC/66), 

I should like very much to know what are the scientific data on which the 
Soviet proposal for three inspections is based. We know those on which the 
United States proposal is based, since they have been submitted for examination 
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ana criticism by our CorrMttee v....l3C/PV.105, pp» 18 et_se^.', PV..107, pp. 5 et seq, 
SNDGA5)5 but ve are completely ignorant of the technical reasons for the Soviet . 
position, and we do not know why this number three cannot be modified. /i)Ove 
ell, we should like to knov why a number of inspections .greater than three would 
be prejudicial and dangerous for the Soviet Union, -and- why it is considered 
unacQeptable.. . 

.ne figure of t.Kree- automatic" stations which has also been laid down as an 
ultimatum seems to us oven less explicable. If 1 have properly understood the 
Soviet delegation's idea, automatic stations would act as a double check on national 
sta-oions. The national stations would be placed under the supervision of 
automatic stations, and this would prevent the alteration or falsification of the 
recordings made by the national stations-. If sucli is the Soviet argument, one 
can only wonder why the automatic stations should be limitea to 'three and should 
be in.nalled only in seismic regions o The danger that a government mj^ht al'ter the 
records- of national stations exists everywhere, in non-seismic as well as in 
se.-uSKic- regions. If the national stations in a non-seismic region were not 
p..aoed under the supervision of automatic stations, a government acting in bad 
faith would probably select this region for its clandestine tests. 

These are the few brief considerations which the debates at our last few 
moetD-ngs have sviggested to me, and I am submitting them to the Committee/ not in a 
controversial spirit, but simp-ly to demonstrate how .necessary it is to continue ' 
our negotiations in ^perseverance and goodwill, without neglecting any problem. 
% delegation is pleased that, in accor<lance with our, co -Chairmen's decision 
(EMDC/PV.IOS, p. 3;), the Conmittee is keeping the problem of tests in the forefront 
of its agenda, and that those delegations who wish to do so can continue to examine 
it. Indeed, I believe- that the Committee is waiting impatiently for a fre'sh 
contribution from the delegations of the- n-on-..iigned States, and that it is, hoping 
that.this contribution will enaoie' It' to .escane from the present deadlock. That-' 
at least is the feeling- of tho Italian delegation. 

¥tf delegati-an remains convinced that the tim* -i^^ propitious for an agi:eem.ent, 
and that we must not miss -this opportunity, which may. not recur, later. It considers 
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that v/e must continue, our work on tests while dealing with all the other problems 
involved. without exception. . We should like once more to appeal to the Soviet 
delegation to abandon its rigidity and obstinacy; and to co-operate with the 
other delegations in seeking an agreement* 

'Mr. P/ipILLA NERVO (Mexico) (translation fro m Spanish ); The suggestion 
made jointly by our co-Chairmen at last Wednesday's meeting (ibid.) has prompted 
me to intervene today in this discussion to make certain observations regarding the 
problem of nuclear tests before we turn our attention to other matters. 

At the meeting -last Wednesday we in fact agreed on one point only: to maintain 
the rule that any delegation may in a plenary meeting, at any time and without 
previous notj.ce, discuss any subject which it considers appropriate. This mile 
allows representatives to discuss both nuclear tests and general and complete 
disarmament It cannot, in fact, be otherwise; the same rights exist for 
representatives who prefer to discuss one subject as for those who prefer another 
subject. We ourselves prefer to. deal with tests, and that is what I propose to do 
today. 

The negotiation of a treaty in which different interests and viewpoints nave 
to be reconciled.is inevitably a long, slow and difficult task. The negotiation 
of a treaty with legitimate safeguards to ensure that its operation and effect 
will not have adverse repercussions on the national security of the contracting 
parties- is still more difficult. The negotiation of a treaty when the sides 
concerned fear and distinist each other and when a struggle for prestige is 
involved, when each side attributes to^ the other secret and malicious intentions, 
is a task requiring great patience and immense tenacity* Only the clear 
realization that a fundamental and common interest which transcends all differences 
is at stake can make persistence in this task possible. Such is the political 
climate in w.hich we find ourselves, and such are the circumstances in which we 
are attempting. to negotiate an agreement to cease all nuclear weapon tests. 
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-V70 further i' actors^ however ^ give ov.v task a dramatic significance. One 
is the^ urgent necessity to conclude an agreement as quickly as possible 5 the 
other is the terrible conviction that, if agreement is not reached, the only 
alternative is a crime against humanit/o There is no other v/ay of interpl^eting 
puo'.ic opinion all over the world regard' ng the resumption of a full*-scale nuclear 
tests race in all' environments and its .disastrous cons.equenc. 

In negotiating other polit::ca.j.-'tXea'.ties, 'whether peace or, frontier treaties 
trea-Gies of friendship or coirimerce-; navigation or fishing righ-Gs^ cultural 
relations; and even military treaties or defensive .alliances^ the parties are not 
f^/:ed .with' such an urgent time factor in which delay in concluding an agreement 
entails such incalculable dangers-. 'Ihe problem of the cessation of nuclear 
tests has reached a critical pcint. \r- is not on our sidO;, and delay in 
concluding an" agreemejit brings unspeakable gangers closer every day. 

In the Eighte en-Nation Committee on Disa::*mciment and in the General /Assembly 
alone, we have already invoked all possible arguments j morality p justice ^ self- 
pre.?ervation; the safeguarding of the noblest achievements of man throughout his 
hi.:tory; the duty to spare mankinu j.ndescrl' .Me sufferings ; the survival of 
l.-ui-finitjo , Both sides recognize the rra-^^^ty and the weight of these arguments, 
rnd th-i c-change 01 letters bet-ee:. thj Ghairmai: of the IJSSR^ Ccuncil of Ministers' 
(TULC/73) and the President of the United States (SNDC/74) is a proof of this. 

We believe thao both sides desire an agreement. This desire may be sincere, 
■.:-ut ib is feeble, weak and incomplete -- a desire subject to so many conditions, 
premises and provisos that it lacks any creative -power. The desire for an" 
agreement exists, but other and stronger desires and circumstances also exist which 
stifle it. In the nai^ie of security; insecurity is increasedv ...In- the.n-ame of 
oomvalsory inspection; all inspection is renounced.- In th name' of the total ■ 
cup;:-ression of tests ; all tests are allowedv I^b no one is prepared to' run the 
slightest risk, every risk is accepoed. There hcs never been a more apt example 
of the saying that the best is the ene-y of the goo.d. We want everything but 
ve get nothing. 
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We have been told aszr times that tne sides have never, been so olose to an 
agreement as at present c However, to anyone reading and re --reading the verbatim 
records andlit-'tening to the repetition of the same .arguments day after day, ■ it 
looks as though the agreement is as close and as far as Godot, and that we are like 
Samuel Beckett ' s "characters waiting for Godot.. .Whether one is far from or close 
to an' agreement does not matter, if it is not achieved. To stop close to or far 
from the goal is equally a failure. Only reaching the goal has any value or true 
significance • 

The distance, great or small;, which separates the nuclear Powers from 
agreement does not depend on and is not measured by the difference between the 
number of inspections which each side proposes • The distance in this case is 
a question of will, the willingness to negotiate all controversial points « A 
solution depends on the evaluation which each side makes of, and the importance 
it attaches to, the urgent settlement of these problems, and the political -appraisal, 
right or wrong, which it makes of the consequences of failure. As long as the 
Powers do not believe in the danger of continuing nuclear arms explosions and do 
not fear them, and as long as they are not convinced that failure to reach 
agreement will make it more difficult to avoid war., they will not be able to take 
the last and decisive step to meet each other. 

We believe that ooun sides sincerely desire to reach the goal we all have 
in view; and we are confident i-hat if they want the end they also want the means • 
The only means ?.s negotiation^ but real negotiation is a two-way road, along 
which botn siden must move iorward with the aim of. meeting and the intention of 
arriving at a constructive .settlement o 

In their respective statements ; each side often maintains that the other is 
doing everything possible to prevent an agreement; while at the same time it 
proclaims its own desire and intention to put an end to the nuclear weapons tests. 
I do not think that such accusations help us in our task. Mj agreement or 
negotiation is a matter of mutual consents If each side really belieTca that 
the other does not want an agreement, both must recognize that differences regarding 
the nuimber and kind of inspections ai'e not the real cause of the deadlock* The 
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so'-called concessions should not be regarded as falling back from one trench-line 
to another; or as mere incidents in the strategy of attack and defence* Neither 
side can strengthen its own confidence in the validity of the treaty at the 
expense of the confidence of the other side. 

Sincere and authentic Re^:totiatior>c. -q not. depend on where they take place, 
nor on the procedure chdSeh* for- conducting ohem. Neilher. the • technique of 
debate nor the nature of our meetings can solve .our. problem. The- great. Powers 
have resolved much more difficult and urgent problems, ..such as the Caribbean, 
crisis. The day v/hen the Powers realize that an agreement on the cessation of 
nu3lear weapon tests is as urgent as the Caribbean crisis was then, even though 
the danger and threat may not be so obvious, on that day we shall conclude a 
treaty qr-.ickly enough. 

Debates on general disarmament and on collateral measures are of course 
important. Those problems, together with that of the cessation of tests*, are 
the object and reason of this Committee ^s existence. However, whatever value 
public opinion may place on our task, we members of this Committee must not lose 
sight of reality and must put first things first. This reality does not depend 
on us but is determined by the policies of governments, especially those of 
the great Powers, and it is a reality which unfortunately points in a direction 
away from general and complete disarmament. 

Rearmament plans continue to be elaborated and improved. Some of these 
extend beyond the period considered necessary to effect general and complete 
disarmaraent in all its stages. Mlitary budgets are still increasing, nuclear 
weapons tests continue, and mutual distrust grows stronger. i^ll these are 
factors working against the higher objectives assigned to this Conference, objectives 
which point in a diametrically ^opposite direction and which consist in checking 
the armaments race, putting an end to competition in nuclear weapons, hindering 
the proliferation of these weapons, elaborating a treaty of general disarmament, 
reducing the dangers of a war by accident or miscalculation, and concluding 
collateral agreements which would ease international tension. 
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Progress towards the attainment of our objective may be slow and difficulty 
but if we act outside that framework^ or work in a contrary direction^ our efforts 
will be as futile as those of Sisyphus « Two divergent objectives cannot be 
followed at the same time* International events are the result not of 
spontaneous generation, but rather of the will or conduct of those who rule and 
govern^ Those events may create favourable- conditions for achieving this 
Conference's aims^ which all the governments represented here wish to achieve, and 
which are shared by all humanity* 

Yesterday ~ 14 March — was the Eighteen-Nation Committee's first anniversary* 
Our task has been arduous, and the delegations represented here have spared no 
effort to carry out the tasks which have been entrusted to us* The mandate of 
the General Assembly, which considered the cessation of nuclear weapon tests as 
the most urgent objective, has still not been implemented, in spite of the 
satisfactory basis which exists for agreeing on a test ban# Cur primary and 
immediate task is to put a stop to nuclear weapons tests, and we must not allow 
our attention to be diverted into other channels until this task has been 
accomplished* 

That does not preclude the discussion of the various aspects of general 
disarmament^ quite the contrary* The conclusion of an agreement to cease 
nuclear tests would be an excellent introduction to the discussion of disarmament. 
Before fitting a window frame into. -.a;.: wall, you must first build the wall; and 
before building the wall, you must- lay the foundations. Whether, we admit it or not, 
whether we like it or not, the cessation of nuclear tests is the basis and a 
prerequisite for any progress in the various aspects- of general disarmament. Until 
Ve have examined here the various methods and suggestions put forward with a view 
to rescuing the nuclear Powers from the deadlock in which they find- themselves 
regarding the burning problem of tests, I do. not think that we should leave the 
subject nor postpone.it, still less pretend to believe that we can solve other 
• problems of disarmament by fitting window frames into the air while remaining 
deaf to the din of the armaments race, and while the gangrene of the nuclear weapon 
continues to poison the body, and the spirit of mankind. 
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Mr* Barrington, representative of Burma, expressed himself on this subject 
as follows; 

"From time to time it has been suggested that the Conference, in view 
of the difficulties which immediately attend current discussion of the 
cessation of nuclear testing, should set it aside for the time being and 
pass on to the discussion of some other subject* /ilternatively it is 
suggested that it might continue to be discussed, but in parallel with one 
or more other topics. r^ delegation is strongly opposed to any such 
course of action. As we had occasion to say before, we do not underrate 
the importance of general and complete disarmament or of the collateral 
measures. We believe they must be tackled and .solved before mankind 
can be relieved of the dread of nuclear annihilation. But first things 
come first. /ind the cessation of nuclear tests comes first ...•" 
(ENDC/PV>10$, p.lO) 
•He added: 

"No amount of explanation would convince the world that we were not 

running away from our responsibilities if we turned to something else at 

.this stage." (ibid.) 

ly*. Foster, representative of the United vStates, said: 

"Turning now to the procedures of our Conference in discussing the nuclear 

weapons test ban question we continue to believe that, as has been stated 

by the -delegations of Brazil, Ethiopia^? India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden 

and the United I'^rab Republic, as well as by our allies, first priority 

should be placed on the negotiation of a nuclear test ban." ( ENDC/PV.IO/^, p.2l ) 

Mir. Kuznetsov, representative^ of the Soviet Union, said: 

*?In the statements of all 'representatives in the Committee, great attention 

has been paid to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon- tests*" 

( ENDC/PV.lOl, 0.3^ ) 

Mrs. iyfy-rdal, representative of Sweden, said:- 

"My delegation also fully endorses the view 'that the Conference must concentrate 

its immediate efforts on the test ban issue." (E NDC/PV.IOO, p*23 ) 

Hr. . Lall, representative of India, spoke as follows: 

"We are here to achieve agreements on general and complete disarmament. 

That is the mandate given to us by the United Nations General Assembly. 

But there is a logic of events; and the logic of events at this moment 

is such that it gives a clear priority to the question of a test ban*" 
( ibid., p. 10 ) 
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Mr, Imru, representative of Ethiopia, spoke as follows! 

"It /^the Ethiopian delegation^/ associates itself with the determination, 

widely expressed, to make headway in the task entrusted to this Committees 

first, by solving the remaining" problems that divide the nuclear Powers on the 

question of a test ban treaty^" (ibido , Po20) 

Mre de Melo Franco, representative of Brazil, saids 

"Even had we desired to give priority in our discussions to other mporLant 

problems, it would have been difficult for thQ Conference to direct its 

interest temporarily from the question of tests, for as the proverb says, 

tif you pjtch Nature out through the window, it comes back through the door'" 

( ENDC/Rf,103, P. 9 ) 

Mra i^Ibu, representative of Nigeria, saids 

"My delegation has at all times maintained that it is pointless talking about 

disarmament unless an effective stop is put to the perfection of these 

diabolical weapons of mass annihilation and naked a^gressxoa 'a^'a,±ast humanity." 

felNlDC/PV.93, p>3l ) 

Mr. Hassan, representative of the United Arab Republic, saids 

"I feel it my duty, however, to state frankly that our study of disarmament 
problems, in the absence of the long-cherished and now feasible test ban 

agreement, or at least in the absence of favourable signs for its solution, 

will remain, to say the least, largely academic." (ENDC/FV.99^ P>17) 

Sir Paul Mason, the United Kingdom representative, saids 

".^. it is of course a fact that the test ban remains our immediate concerns" 

( ^JSIOC/W.106v P.12) 

Mr. Gavalletti, representative of Italy, saids 

"I too am convinced that, if we do not make progress towards the solution of 

the problem of tests, our efforts to achieve general and complete disarmament 

also may become futile," ( ibid> , p. 5 ) 

Mr. Tarabanov, representative of Bulgaria, saids 

",,, it should not be forgotten that the success of our negotiations on the 

cessation of nuclear tests will also determine to a great extent the progress 
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which the Conference v/ill be able to make on the most iraportant problem .• 
of our time; general and complete disarmament j the solution of which is still 
its main task. '' (iLNDC/lV.,10 5 , p,AO ) 

I agree with all those v/ho maintain that priority must be given to the 
conclusion of an agreement to cease nuclear tests. This is not pure rhetoric^ 
it is not the problem itself which, has priority;, but its solution. 

We are aware that it_ is possible to say that* by prolonging this debate 
interminably in plenary, se-ssion^ we are thereby keeping the problem in ihe forefront 
of the political scene and in the public eyOo It is true that this is what the 
gravity and urgency of the problem demand. We trust that this debate will have 
an end, but that the end will be what we all anxiously hope for: th^ conclusion 
of a valid and effective treaty. We do not want the debate to end in deadlock or io 
be relegated to the background, behind the scenes. We still have hope, for in the 
words of iyiro Melo Franco we beliGve that — - 

"If we give up hope, what is the use of our presence here?'^ C'JjNDC/iV.lO.St .p> 15 ) 
I should like to repeat what I said at the meeting of 12 February last i 
"Cur presence here is an act of faith in negotiation and in the rich results 
which are within reach of the perseverance and oiuce±±t/ 1411011 we all bring' 
to it,. We are here because v/e are not discouraged bj difficulties, nor 
intimidated by obstacles and because there is no weakening of our will to 
unite our efforts to achieve the aim to which we are commiitted: an effective 
agreement which will put an end to nuclear weapon tests and halt the armaments 
race, as the first essential steps to m.ake therciaonuclear war impossible and 
to solve the problem of general and complete disarmament," ( j;iTOC/lV.96, p> 5 ) 
It has been said at an informal, meeting that; if a treaty is not concluded 
by next spring, it will not be conluded for a long time to come. We have heard 
the reply. to this statement: that it is not possible to fix a deadline, and that 
if a treaty is not concluded now, it will vstill be possible to do so at some 
future date, but that we must not abandon our efforts to conclude one. That is 
true enougho We must not abandon our efforts to conclude a treaty. Nevertheless'^ 
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*Ghis reply prompts a querys wliat do the nuclear Powers propose to do in the 
intervening p':^riod;. which could be one year<; two years or Liore? Will they abstain" 
from further tests, or v/ill they continue their tests in the four enviroranents? 
If what is meant is that the nuclear Powers have time to wait for an agreement<, 
however long that maj?^ be^ the anewer- is that the wm-ld cannot wait so long; 
especially if the intei^vening period is to bc^ used for e::plosions contaminating 
the atmosphere and harming pror:eirb and iVtuie r;o:ie7;ation-:^ 

Much has been said about the deterrent factor; about the effectiveness of 
controls and about the guarantees which the treaty should contain to ensure its due 
observance We should J. ike to ask what d:el.e."re'.it factor there can be in the 
absence of an agree-ment.. liow can. there be effective control if there' is no 
agreement and hence no contro].? Whcvb is the be i- wa.y of ensur.;n;v: implementation 
of the treaty? I should Hue to repeat what I said at our meeting. on 9 May 1962s 
^'*kny treaty fv'eely ooncluded between sovereign States is based on the 
as^iunption that it will be faithfully obsen^ed. " No State voluntarily signs 
and ratifies a treaty with -'he deliberate intent j.o.a of violating it^ but 
it is ' natural that the pax-tieri ;co a treaty should accept its obligations 
only after taking all possible political and legal precautj.ons against its 
violation or evavsion^ It mur^b. nevertheless be recogni.'sed; however, that 
there is.no possible provis.ion whose inclusion in,a tieaty can provide 
an absolute guarantee of its observance,. In the last analysi-:r the essential^ 
and the strongostp safeguard for the parties is submission to the ru].e of 
international law and ethics and :cespect for uhe pledged wordo '' \M^Q.l^S!Ls3.L:-^^Vl). 
The stricter vie require inv^pecti.on to be, the more it will elude our 
grasp:* The stricter we try to make control,, the less control there will be^ 
It has been said that to accept a small raaTiber of inspections entaiD.s the 
risk that clandestine explosions will bake plac^e wiuhoub any possibility of 
identifying themo. It has also been said that to a.ccept a larger number, of 
inspections entails the risk of espionage o }3j.t, if there is no agreement, a 
much greater risk is run both by the two parties and by the whole world, as .a- 
result of the continuation or nuclear weapon tests in all environments^ 
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We should ask ourselves whether the concept of the most efficient control 
technique and the 'fear that inspection v/ill constitute a risk to national security- 
may not paradoxically act as a deterrent , not to the violation of the treaty, but 
to the negotiation and conclusion of the treaty itself* The sole proof and - 
demonstration that the nuclear Powers want an agreement is the conclusion of an 
agreement* It is no use for one speaker or another to state x^/ho in his view is 
flexible or inflexible, or that one attitude is rigid and constitutes an ultimatum 
whereas another dcas not* 

No Power, nuclear or not, believes or hopes that one side will accept the 
opposite point of view as a whole o The easiest way of preventing agreement is to 
stand on the positions which were adopted when this Committee resumed work for 
the fourth time. There is no need to discuss whether the positions of one side 
or the other represent a retreat to former positions or are in fact new positions. 
The important point is 'that these are the positions which are held at the present 
moment, and they should be considered in relation, not to the past or to the 
history of the negotiations ^ but to their intrinsic value, their significance in 
the present situation and their influence on the future. Can they or can they not 
be used as a point of departure for an agreement? That .is the Important point. 

Public opinion must surely realize that a deadlock cannot be justified by 
either side. The reasons given for this state of affairs are trivial when .viewed 
against the extreme . gravity of the alternative. If there is a fear of clandestine 
underground explosions, which of their very nature must be of small magnitude 
and probably of doubtful military value, not affecting the existing balance, is 
there not far more reason to fear the explosions which in the absence of an 
agreement would be carried out in the four environments by the nuclear Powers? 
The subsequent proliferation of these weapons would insvitabley accentuate the 
struggle between national interests and confliciing policies, based on a conception 
of sovereignty and self-protection which would be more clearly and more proudly 
proclaimed as time went on and would be independent of the control of the other 
Powers., 
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Ag a result of continued tests^ nuclear vrocvpons mi7;ht -^.Iso bo transformed 
into conventional arms. The perfecting of weapons does not increas. -the security 
of any Power, The sure and inevit..:ble result would be to increase international 
te.\sion^ vAiich in its turn 7/ould increase general ineecurity, :\s lon^ as there 
is no agr:>ement to ban underground explosions^ the door ^Adll remain open for the 
dangerous resujnption of nuclear tests in the at-nosphere^ under water o.nd in outer 
space^ \/hich all peoples condemn as Liimoral^ unjust and'^contrar}.^ to the"hi<;hest 
interests and rights of huifLmityt The essential function of an agreement is to 
respect these rights and to avoid immeasurable evils. 

Another important aspect of an agreement to cease teste is the impact it ■'.rould 
have on internation"l a.t fairs. It would increase confidence^ facilitate progress in 
the field of general disarmament^ end create a climate le ■ s conducive to international 
crises^ thereby making it po::.sible either to avoid thes'. or to settle them when they 
arise. Public opinion cannot miderst'nid how a controversy over the number and nature 
of inspections can be an obstacle to a settlement v-rhich \.'ould be such an important 
lactor in the prevention of war. It is incomprehensible that the small risk entailed 
in the conclusion of an agreem.ent -not fully satisfactory to either side should 
prevail over the formidable risk of continuing a nuclear tests race on a vast scale. 

There is also the fear that failure to agree ma^/- strengthen the belief that 
the nucle<ar Pov/ers harbour undeclared intentions to continue tests, 'nat causes 
alarm for the future is" that the Powers have still failed to come to an agreement; 
and if^ as many believe^ the Pov/ers do not want an agreement^ this lack of good will 
is the eign of a more serious breakdov/n and is evidence of an evil^ an error^ or 
some fla,w which goes even deeper. The -^bsenco of the vdeh to agree ■'^'^ould der'^onstrate 
to us and to the v.^orld a funde^nental incapacitj^ for p-o-rmanent peaceful relations, 
•■[e do not believe that this is the case ;, and we ar: confident that our efforts will 
bear fruit. Progress in our deliberations is therefore indispensable^ if -only to 
o:..courage us to persevere and to jus'^if^/" our presence here. If rio agreement on tests 
is reached^ '.•/e may sjo plans stepped "up for 'increasing' arm^iments^- in v.iiich case it 
would be illogical^ contradictory and mirealistic to speak of disarmanent when the 
Co::::.ittee 's essential objective is ignored. 
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Gollatoral measures of disarm.-^.rnent- are to a certain extent iiTberoepondent^ -nd 
progress "with these depends also on the prohibition of tests • All measures for 
avoiding war by accident^ the cre?,tion of denuclearized zones^ tho peac::ful use 
of cuter space ;, the non-proliferation of nuclear arms^ can only be realized in a 
clii'iiate of greater confidence created by an agreement to cease tests • .-uDlic 
opinion in all countries and in all internat onal bodies has expressed, iv^ith 
increasing insistence and concern its desire and hope that the great Powers will 
cease testing nuclear x\reapons in perpetuity* The time has come to listen to the 
cry for peace of all humanity and to act accordingly. 

In this matter the small Powers speak to the great Powers with a single Voice, 
l^'ir. Burns^ representative of Canad:.^ made the following statement: 

"After listening to the debates at the seventeenth session of the United 
Nations General Assem.bly^ and haying spoken to many representatives V/ho 
participated^ the Canadian delegation believes that the practically u:aanim.ous 
opinion is that the stopping of nuclear tests is the first question relating 
to disarmanent which has to be solved." ( j;NDC/P V,85, P>13) 
■'^en.-will heed be given to the General Assembly and the non-nuclear nations in 
this mc?tter? The existence of small nations is a living and omnipresent reality; 
the existence, of the United Nations is a fact whose influence in international 
life is -undeniable and which cannot and must not be underestimated. The sooner 
this reality is recognized and the views and feelings of small nations and of the 
General Assembly are taken into account^ the sooner will the Powers be in a position 
to extricate themselves from the armaments race and from the dangers of possible 
nuclear conflict. 

We eight additional countries in the Disarmament Comi'nittee did not seek to 
come here^ but here we ore^, and as long as the need and desire to negotiate keep 
this Committee alive ^ we shall be here^ either those of us x%^ho are here now or 
other States of equal merit rjid ability. That;, hoviever^ v^/ill always be in virtue 
of the same mandate from the world community: to help the great Powers to reach 
agreement^ since agreement is the only alternative to total destruction^ and the 
peaceful solution of international issues is the only way of avoiding v/ar and the 
only way which leads to peace. 
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llevertheless;. I believe that the eight coujitries represented here vrhich do not 
forri pert of either of the opposing military alliances wish to play a raore useful 
role than that of spectators of rivalries and differences o We have a deep and 
sincere desire to raake progress in our tasks' end to 'fulfil it by an agreeraent. 

However modest -"- and I am speaking for my own delegation -•=- the suggestions 
which we have made or may make in the future^, v/e wish them to be given serious 
consideration;, to be referred back to the governments concerned^ and to be discussed 
in plenary session";, since all these suggestions .are made vdth the intention and the 
hope of offering the great Powers honourable means ™ which w. believe to be just 
and politically equitable — of resolving the deadlock which obstructs progress in 
the negotiations and prevents agreement. 

' The small nations represented here and in the General Assembly have ma^de concrete 
suggestions and recommendations which the nuclear Powers have not discussed here and 
about which they have expressed no views <> I refer to paragraph 6 of General Assembly 
resolution 1762 (":VIl), and to the suggestions contained in Addendum II of the report 
which -our Committee submitted to the General Assembly on 7 December 1962 (Ei^DG/68) o 

It is unnecessary to repeat that^ in regard to the prohibition of nuclear tests- 
we all desire a comprehensive fin.^J treaty v/hich will prohibit all tests in all 
environr.ients — uxider ground;, under v;ater;» in the atmosphere and in outer space, 
;levertheless, the General Assembly in resolution 1762 (iCVIl), paragraph 6, made the 
following recorrmiendation: 

"ooo that if^ against all hope, the parties concerned do not reach 
agreement on the cessation of all tests by 1 January 1963. they should 
enter into an iuiiMediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests, in 
the atmosphere^ in outer space and under \.ater, accompanied by an interim 
arrangement suspending all underground tests >> taking as a basis the 
eight-nation memorandum^..nd taking into consideration other proposals 
presented at the s.ventoenth session of the General Assembly^ such 
interim ^^greement to include adequate assurances for effective detection 
and identification of seismic everits oy an international scientific 
coini-iission^^' (Eri'uG/63, Po3)o 
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V'Jhy have the nuclear Powers ignored this possibility? T-.ihy has no attention 
been paid so far to the suggestions of the eight delegations (.■5NDC/68) regarding that 
recoiiiniendation of the General Assembly? 

I shall mention only the nrjncs of those delegations v/hich gave their su/oport 
to this recommendation of the C5eneral Assembly. In order not to prolong my 
statement^ I shall not quote each of the statements in this docujnent which were 
submitted by the representatives of Brazil^ Burma^ Ethiopia^ India^ tfexico^ Nigeria, 
Sweden ?.nd the United Arab Republic. I shall quote only the statement of the 
representative of Sweden. 

That representative suggested that: 

"The international scientific co.^imission, as proposed in the 8-Power 
memorandum, should be set up immediately, on r?ji interim basis, without awaiting 
the final drafting and entry into force of a comprehensive agreement." 
He suggested further — - 

"A time-lLmitod sus-oension of undergroimd tests while the details of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty were worked out. During this period the interiJii 
commission should fulfil the functions vdth reg•^rd to detection and 
identification of seis-rJ-C events as laid dovm in the UN resolution 1762(X\n:i)A 
paragraph 6," Ke added tho.t — 

"Such a provisional arrangement vdth regard to underground tests should make 
it possible for the nuclear Powers imjnediately to enter into a final agreement 
prohibiting nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water." ( ibid.^ P>10) 

I reaffirm our conv^iction that it is essential to conclude a permanent and 
comprehensive trea.ty; but vje also believe that if, contrary to all hope and 
despite all our efforts, a definite treaty is not concluded for the time being, 
then we must have — as requested by the General Assembly — a provisional agreement 
to suspend underground tests, which vdll permit of a prohibition of tests in the 
other three environments where no international control is recjuired, since the . 
national rneans are sufficient to identify explosions. 

On 30 November last year I made the following statement: 

":.'ith regard to operative paragraph 6 / of resolution 1762 A('(VII)7^ I 
believe it is essential to ascertain the interpretation placed on it by the 
nuclear Powers, and the opinion thereon of the other members of this Committee. 
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Other speakers have already quoted the text of operative paragraph 6^ and I 
need not read it again o ' I should like^ hcv/ever^ to ask whether the Powers are 
prepared to enter into a provisional or interim arrangement suspending all 
underground tests as a supplement to an agreement to prohibit testing in the 
three environments in vrhich international inspection is not necessary;. ^\ihat 
are the views of the Powers concerned on the adequate assurances which such a 
provisional agreement should contain regarding the effective detection and 
identification of seismic events hj an jjiternaticnal scientific commission?'^ 

(gNDG/PV.e5, pp. 34.35) * 

We know the opinion of the Assembly and the views expressed by the delegations 
vrhich I have mentioned, >]hy do the nuclear Powers not explore this possibility and 
e.^q)ress their own views on the subject? This was the path indicated by the General 
Assembly itself. The great Powers, which are so jealous of their national security 
and their prestige ;, have the opportunity of showing the vrorld that thoy really want 
to suspend tests and at the same time that they take into account the views of all 
the small nations. 

The provisional agreement referred to in 'the resolution would not be an 
uncontrolled moratorium, as the principle of on--site inspection has been accepted^ 
and that would enable us to set in motion the conplicated machinery of the 
international scientific commission proposed in the m.em.orandum (ENDC/28)* ^^^e should 
at the same time be able to acquire experience v/hich, coupled maybe with further 
developments in science and technology, would provide us with a firm basis for a 
definite agreement to prohibit underground nuclear weapons tests. 

Possibly, while discussing the conditions for a provisional agreement which 
could be tried out for a specified period (a year, for ex^-imple, or longer), the 
Powers would be able to agree more easily on the number of inspections and on the 
modalities and criteria which would be applied during the period of the provisional 
agreement and v/ould be a valuable source of experience of the effective practical 
operation of international supervision v 

I believe that all possible vrays should be explored. Any road which brought 
us closer to our aims v/ould be a good road. If we cannot achieve the best in a 
short time — that is, a com.prehensive and definite treaty — let us explore the 
possibilities of a provisional agreement such as is recommended by the General 
Assembly. Let us build a bridge between the present deadlock and the perfect treaty. 
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Perhaps such exploration will give us some guidance which will enable us to 
come to a correct understanding of the causes which prevent the conclusion of an 
agreement. 

It is difficult to judge and to find a solution for problems which may or may 
not be the true ones, wc m.ust laiow what are the real rather than the ostensible 
obstacles, >Je have heard vihat the representatives of the nuclear Powers have to say, 
but perhaps we do not know what they think. Itoybe everyone believes that the true 
obstacles are fear of espionage and fear of fraud. If anyone believes that the 
obstacles to an agreement are the desire or the need of each side to continue nuclear 
tests in order not to retard progress in this field, and vdth the idea of gaining 
a military advantage over the other side, wo do not agree with him. The quest for 
the ultimate weapon and for permanent nuclear superiority is f-.lse and illusory, 
and the chief danger of trifling vath falsehood is that one may end by believing 
in it, 

¥e believe that the nuclear Powers vjish and know that cji end should be put as 
soon as possible to the nuclear arms race. Wo also believe that both sides desire 
with equal sincerity to overcome the obstacles which still stand in the way of their 
taldjig the final step towards agreement, --e ;ill v/ant to co-operate with them so as 
to achieve this aim. Vve have an important mission to fulfil, one which is difficult 
and entails great responsibility. My delegation has devoted and ivill continue to 
devote its efforts to this end with all perseverance, 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian ); First of all I should like to make a brief comment on the statement 
made by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Padilla Nervo. We shall study this 
statement carefully, but I should like to say the folloi^nLng straight away. In 
his statement this morning, a statement full of sincere concern for the fate of 
the negotiations on the cessation of nuclear tests, the representative of I^Iexico 
has shown most cogently how necessary an agreement is and how ripe ai-e all the 
conditions for an immediate agreement on this question. 
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We fully share this point of view and the concern which Mr« Padilla Ker-/o h...r> 
expressed^ We consider that the Committee already has everything required for \.he- 
czn'.'.^izL :\ of an agreement, but this is prevented by the persistent attempts of the 
United States to wring from the Soviet Union new concessions in regard to the YVJir-s^er 
of inspections and the niimber of automatic seismic stations, and by the stubborn 
unwilli.ngness of the United States to come to an agreement in accordance with th3 
proposed compromise conditions on the quota of Inspections and the number of autcr.coic 
soismic stations* Ls soon as the United States waives its excessive demands ard 
adopts a moderate and reasonabie attitude which will enable us to agree on a c;aot^: 
of two to three inspections and on the number of automatic seismic stations v/o ha\3 
proposed, all obstacles will disappear and the way to an agreement v/ill be open. It 
is therefore up to the United States, 

Now I wish to state the Soviet delegation's views on certain aspects of t!.?) 
Committee's work, A.t our last meeting the co-Chairmen submitted recommendatior':: 
regarding the further procedure for the work of the fiighteen-Nation, Committee 
(fii^JDC/FV.lOB, p.3A), In order to agree on those rather limited recommendations^ 
quite a number of talks were required. We shall not deal with the recommend:i:.ior^. 
regarding the procedure for discussing the question of the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests and the question of general and complete disarmament. The proc.:Jux3 
for the discussion of these questions has already been settled. We should like to 
dv/ell on the question why it has not been possible to reach agreement on the que.-lv on.- 
which the Committee of the VJhole should proceed to consider immediately. It h: 
necessary to do so, if only because at our last meeting a number of delegaoion.'^) 
ez^presoed th^ir justified concern at the lack of agreement between the co-Chaivr .o 
in this importai^t field of our work. 

The Soviet, delegation, far from objecting, considered it necessary that on 
recuming its work the Committee should give its attention primarily to the qus:ti .n 
o".? p:oohih:^*tin^ nuclear weapon tests. In doing so we were guided by the fact tl-^-rb., 
thanks to the initiative of the Head of the Soviet Government, iMr. Khrushchev^ fr..-.c..-rab: 
conditions have been brought about for speedily resolving the remaining differen.-:. or 
and concluding an. agreement which would put an end to all nuclear tests, Unfortun-t/jly; 
the Western Fov/ers did not. display due understanding of the Soviet Union's goodwi;M^ 
they did not appreciate the steps taken by us to meet the United States, and, in3:.ead 
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of coming to an agreement v;ith uSj, they began to pile up nex^ obstacles, putting 
forward demands for a greater number of inspections and of automatic seismic stations 
on the territory of the Soviet Union,, It is precisely for this reason that, in spite 
of the fact that the Committee has novj been in session for over a month since resuming 
its "work, there is as. yet no likelihood of agreement being reached. 

But the qu.estion of stopping tests is not the only task before our Committee, 
There are other very important questions \^hich. the Comonittee has to consider and solve, 
There are no reasons vhy the :Committee should continue to put off the discussion of 
the other important questions before uSo If we were to take that course, it -would in 
fact be tantam.ount to winding up all useful work of the Committee, and the Committee 
would testify to its incapacity to fulfil the tasks assigned to it by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations'. It is for this reason that, while not refusing to 
continue its efforts towards solving the problem of the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests, the Soviet delegation- deemed it necessary to raise the question that we should 
also take" up other matters before the Committee o 

The drafting of a treaty on general and complete disarmament has been and still 
is the Comfnittee^s main task. We can only express the hope that, now that we have 
agreed on the Committee ^s procedure of work, the Committee wiUdeal in earnest "with 
this question,- namely general and complete disarmament. At the same time it must be 
recognized that, in the present international situation, the achievement of agreement 
on measures aimed at relaxing international tension and eliminating the danger of war 
acquires particular significance and therefore particular urgency. 

The crisis in the area of the Caribbean, which in the autumn of last year brought 
the world to the brink of a thermo-nuclear war, em.phasi^^ed with exceptional force the 
imperative need for the immediate adoption of measures aimed, at easing international 
tension and creating conditions. which would preclude the possibility of a military 
conflict breaking out between States * 

Those mem.bers of our Committee who toolc part in the work of the United Nations 
General Assembly will no doubt remember the attention which was devoted' in the 
statements made by the great majority, if not all, of the delegatoB to the idea that 
it was extremely necessary to reach agreement on such measures o This was mentioned 
by delegates belonging to various cam.ps, the representatives of countries which are 
members of military blocs and of countries which are not. Those vie^s were reflected 
in the resolution adopted by the General Assembly^ which is the ^^uiding principle for 
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the work of our CcmnvittGOo GGnoral AssGiiibly resolution 1767 (X7Il) of 21 November 1962 
recommends to the Sir^.hte en-Nat ion Cor.irriitteG ''thc.t urgent attention should be given 
by the Eighteen-'Na^tion Committee to various collateral measures intended to decrease 
tension and to. racilitate general and complete disarmament;;^^ (■l:;DC/6>4 ) . The Eighteen- 
liation Committee cannot ignore this General Assembly resolution o It is under 
obligation to report b^;- a fixed date — not later than the second week of April -- 
on the -progress of its v/crk in preparing such m.easures, 

Finallj^^ it may also by recalled that^ when the Committee resumed its work, 
many of its members —• the representatives of Poland, Brazil, Czechoslovakia, the 
United Arab Republic, Bulgaria, India, Romania, Nigeria and others- — insistently 
emphasized that the Comjidttee should not delay agreom.ent on so-called collateral 
measures but, on the contrary, that it was obliged to give them the greatest possible 
attention o 

The main danger in the world today is the danger of a nuclear war. This is 
greatly increa^sed by the stationing of strategic means of deliveij^ of nuclear weapons 
on foreign territory. The removal of the strategic means of delivery of nuclear 
weapoias from foreign territory would be tantamount to taking the first and at the 
same time e^ctremely im.portant steps towards eliminating the threat of a nuclear war 
and towards easing the whole international situation. 

It is hardly necessary to say that the trend of international events and the 
fate of the world at the present time depend to a crucial e:ctent on the relations 
between the two largest groupings of States — the States members of NATO and the 
States parties to the Warsaw Treaty e It is precisely these two groupings which 
possess the most powerful armed forces and the most advanced tjnoes of weapons. How 
international life will develop, whether matters will tend towards the consolidation 
of peace or, on the contrary, towards a deterioration of the international situation, 
and ultimately towards a military catastrophe, depends first and foremost on the 
relations between those States. That is a realistic fact, and those who take their 
stand on a realistic policy should take it into account. The study of these problems 
should be our starting-point, and that is where we should begin if we wish to aQ'hie re 
positive results in improving the whole of international lif e o If we in this Committee 
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x-ore to succeed in preparing the £,round for the conclusion of i. non-aggression pact 
between the NATO countries and the Warsavj Treaty countries, th:.t would be a great 
service rendered by the Committee, a real and very important contribution to the 
consolidation of peace o 

Taking all this into consideration, the head of the Soviet delegation, in 
conversations with the head of the United States delegation, ]:c'oposed as co-Chairman 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee that the Committee should discuss the draft 
Declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing 
strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons (SNDC/75) and the draft Non-- 
aggression Pact between the NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries (ENDC/77) e 
We proposed that these should bo discussed in plenary meetings of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee o Apart from considerations regarding the extreme importance of these 
proposals, we assumed that their discussion in plenary meetings would enable us to 
avoid a superfluous and unnecessary stage o We considered, and still consider, that 
it would be quite possible to discuss these questions in plenary m.eetings, to take 
positive decisions on them, and to set about implementing them immediately. 

The United States delegation- objected to that procedure, although we heard no 
valid arguments on its part o In order not to delay the consideration of the measures 
we proposed, the Soviet delegation decided on a com.promise and agreed that the 
Declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing 
stratc^gical m.eans of delivery of nuclear weapons and the draft Non-aggression Pact 
should be discussed first in the CoLiriiittee of the Whole o The United States 
delegation agreed that the question of the' Declaration on renunciation of the use 
of foreign territories for stationin., strategical means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons should be included in the agenda of the Committee of the Whole « 

We expected that the United States delegation would not object to discussioa 
in the Comrnittee of the Whole of the draft Non-aggression Pact between the NATO 
countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries submitted by the Soviet Union. The 
objection of the United States delegation to the inclusion of this. item in the agenda 
of the Comiiiittee of the Whole was to us all the more unexpected as the head of the 
United States delegation, i4r. Foster, had said on 20 February.; 

"Certainly there is no objection on the part of the United States to such 
such discussions in that proper frame of reference. Nonetheless, I shall 
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01 course report to my Governuient the submission of this drafts and 
we shall have co::i::ients to make on it later c^^ (EI^iDC/PV.l OO, p.50 ) 
This statement by Mro Foster shox^ed that the United Statos Government had 
no objection in principle to the draft non-ag^^ression pact being discussed o 
Furthermore^ there x-;as a clear indication that the United States side intended 
to make its comments on the Soviet draft pact** He propose that this question 
be discussed in the Couimittee of the Whole ^ vjhich is where ^ under our agreed 
procedure of work^ such measures should be discussed <, 

To oux surprise, when we raised this question at a meeting of the two co- 
Chairmen the United Sta.tes side^ contrary to its earlier statements, adopted a 
position which in fact obstructed discussion of a non-aggression pact in the 
Committee o At present there is no question of giving the item concerning a non- 
aggression pact, let us say, the first place on the Comxmittee^s agenda, although 
it fully deserves it, and I know for certain that many delegations here present 
would like the non-aggression pact to be discussed as a matter of priority* It 
would appear that the United States side is amcious to prevent altogether discussion 
of the draft non-^aggresslon pact in .'..nj predictable future « 

How did our United States colleagues explain this very strange and 
incomprehensible position of theirs on this question? 

IJhen the Soviet delegation submitted the draft non-aggression pact for the 
consideration of the Comjoittee on 20 February 19^3, no valid objections to the 
discussion of this question in the Committee were put forward o On the contrary, 
in the general debate which followed, many of the delegations pointed out in 
their statements that the conclusion of a non'-aggression pact between the leading 
groups of States — the NATO and Warsaw Treaty countries — would be a useful 
contribution to the cause of peace o Thus, for instance, the representative of 
Brazil, MTo de Melo Franco, said that a non~aggression pact between the two 
military groups deserved "the immediate and explicit support of the Brazilian 
delegation'' (EiNCDC/pyo98, pol9)o The great importance of the conclusion of such 
a pact for the easing of international tension was also pointed out by the 
representative of Nigeria, Mro imi, in his statement ( ibid o ^ Po30)c 
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• But it vjas not only the reprosentativos ox socialist cr.nd non-aligned 
countries vjho advocated discussion oi this problemo Even the ropressntative of 
the United Xins'doiii; speaking on 20 February 19o3, pointed out that the Question 
01 a pact 'Hs^ of course^ already on the agenda for consideration in the Conmiittee 
of the Whole;, and I thinlc that is probably the ^appropriate place in. which it 
should be considered^' (EHDC/FVo1C0;> pc44)o I hope that ti:.e United Kingdom 
delegation has not chan:-.ed its opinion and that this statement rouiains valid • 

The only exception i/Jas the statement made by the representative of the United 
States^ 1.0? o Foster Ke said that the United States was "not enthusiastic'^ about 
the question of concluding a non^-aj-::,ression pact being discussed in the Eighteen-- 
Nation Committee (ibid « >^ p.$0)o The United States representative explained his 
position with the same lack of enthusiasm also at a meeting of the co~Chairmeno 
In explaining his remark^ Mr o Foster was only able to adduce arguments which were 
not very convincing;: <> lie pointed out that most of the countries members of NATO 
wore not represented in the Comjnittee. He also said that ''at this table there 
are a number of countries which have no part in the European alliances" (ibido ) — 
that is, the non-aligned States „ 

Even at that time these objections called forth justified objections from 
the Soviet Union delegationo Indeed, how can one put forx;ard as a reason for 
refusing to discuss the question of concluding a non-aggression pact the argument 
that not all NjiTO mei.ibers are represented in the Committee? If we were to follow 
this logic, we should not be able to discuss in this Committee a single question, 
even general and conrplete disarme^aent, since every question affects dozens of 
countries which are not represented in this Committee o Yet the United States 
delegation, it seem.s, has not yet told us once that the no n^-participat ion of some 
particular State in the work of the Committee prevents us from discussing, say, 
such a problem as that of reducing the risk of war by accident ,> So what do we get? 

In one case the United States delegation adheres to one principle- and in another 

when for some reason it thinks this is to its advantage — it lightheartedly rejects 
the same principle o Such "flexibility" can hardly be of any assistance to the 
Committee *s worko 
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Even more peculiar is another assertion of the United States representative^ 
to the effect that it would be undesirable to discuss the question of a pact in 
the Eighteen-Nation Comi:iittee since non-aligned States having no part in either 
NATO or the Warsa\^ Treaty are represented in the Committer; o If this argument is 
advanced by the United States delo-;ation after thorough reflection, its peculiar 
trend should put us very much on our ^£;uard o This argument of the United States 
seems to indicate that the .United States would like to keep the non-aligned 
countries of Asia, ^.frica and Latin .'.r-erica away from participating in the discussion 
of important problems of international life and to prevent them from i aking part 
in the solution of cardinal international problems o This tendency -— which, 
incidentally, also appears in the -Jostorn Powers* constant intention to transfer 
to the Three-Power Su.b-'Gommittee the question of the prohibition of nuclear tests -" 
has always been characteristic of the IL^TO Powers, and only opposition on the part 
of the Soviet Union and the socialist States has prevented those plans from being 
carried out o 

We believe that precisely the presence of non-aligned States in these 
negotiations is a favourable factor which can help towards a positive solution of 
the most important international problems, including the" conclusion of a non- 
aggression pact between the i^ATO and the Warsaw Treaty countri.:;So Statements of 
representatives of the non-aligned States here, in the Committ:..e, provide convincing 
evidence of their profound interest in the discussion of such a pact, since it 
naturally affects not only the members, of the military groupings c It would help 
create an atmosphere of confidence 'throughout the world and to avert a general war. 

Some other objections have been expressed, it is true, not by the United 
States delegation, but by one of its ..Uieso Thus, on 25 February }^ir . Cavalletti, 
the representative of Italy, put forward the following view: 

''If 1A.T0 were inherently as avaressiv: as ^ii-. Kusnetsev and Mr. Tarabanov 
asserted last Wednesday, would j.t not be rather naive txj propose a non- 
aggression pact?" (ENDC/PVclOl. PPc7,S) 
That was the question put by j>lr' « Cavalletti, T'len he asked : 

•'Can the leopard chang. his soots, and would there not be a danger that 
in signing a non -aggression pact we should si^nply be a wolf in sheep's 
clothing?'' (ibid..,, e.S) 
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Mr ^ Cavalletti -went on to say° 

"ooo it / the Soviet Union / alroady knoi-js that the •iestern countries 

have no aggressive designs against anyone^ and that they place the desire 

for peace vjith security above everything else?" (ibido) 

Oh^ hovj ingenious the representative of Italy is I The meaning of his statement 
is that^ if I'io consider NATO an aggressive bloc^ then there is no sense in concluding 
a non-aggression pact with this bloc; it v^ould be naive, If^ however, we are 
disposed to believe the statements of the nierabers of NATO that this bloc is a 
harmless, peaceful-'Hiinded, purely defensive organiisation, in that case also a 
non-aggression pact is unnecessary I There you have the philosophy of Mr. Cavalletti o 

Having listened to the representative of Italy, one. can oiily marvel that 
people still fail to realize that a non-aggression" pact is in principle a senseless 
and unnecessary thing. After all ^ that is the only conclusion one can come to 
after listening to rir ^ Cavalletti 's arguments o According to his reasoning, it 
turns out that a pact with a potential aggressor is unnecessary, and a pact is 
equally unnecessary with a non-aggressor, when, then, is a non-aggression pact 
necessary? 

Yes, iiTo Cavalletti? ^o — and not only we ™ consider that the NiiTO bloc is 
an aggressive bloc, and there is ample proof of thiSo We have already adduced it . 
on several occasions, and therefore we shall not repeat it « But we believe that 
international treaties and agreements have a definite force and a definite 
significance, even though they are in fact often violated o Their significance is 
that they strengthen the position of those forces which stand for peace against 
aggression and against war^ International public opinion, public opinion in any 
country, today represents a force which must be taken into account ^ and tJais force 
is entirely in favour of maintenance of peace o The conclusion of a non-aggression 
pact would be a very important contribution to the consolidation of peace. vSuch 
a pact would to a certain extent restrain aggressive forces and tendencies, and 
would in the long run play an important role in averting:' ol;.shes between the 
countries parties to it. 

No doubts about the usefulness of such a noH'-aggression pact can arise among 
those who are not contemplating any aggressive action o On the other hand, such a 
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pact arouses apprehension and aniiriosity among those v;ho fear the creation of 
obstacles to the realization of their ac^gressive plans o 

-pparontly reali^.ing the weakness of his argup.onts; the representative of the 
United States alleged that the proposed non-ag£Tession pact did not actually bear 
on disarmament but might • ; r^uestions ''with regard to the political and security 
arrangements of Western Europe" (EHDC/PVaOO, Po50)o 

The representative of Bulgaria, ifr . Tarabanov, has already pointed out the 
extreme weakness and utterly unconvincing nature of these arguments of the United 
States representative o It is true that a number of m.easures on the agenda of the 
Committee of the '.'Jhole, including measures proposed by the IJevStern Poivjers, do not 
beeir directly on disarmament. However, the collateral m.easures recommended by the 
Soviet Union have a definite relationship to our basic task — the drafting of a 
treaty c?i general and complete disarmament o V/hen these measures are carried out 
■^.hey will considerably lessen the danger of war and thus create favourable conoid 
for the conclusion of such a treaty. The General Assembly of the United Nations 
has entrusted the Committee with the discussion of such measures, and .up till now, 
apparently, the United States has not considered such discussion to be oirfcside the 
functions of the Sight een-NatJ.on Committee o 

-.In his la/t argum.ent the representative of the United vStates deals, strictly 
speaking, with the substance of the matter and not with procedure, and we reserve 
the right to answer him later- on when we come to discuss the question of a pact o 
Fo^: the tim.e being we should merely like to say that in putting forward this 
argument the represenbatave of the United States contradicts the President of his 
own country, who, as we know/ in a 1 ' "^er to the Chairm^an of the Council of Ministers 
of the Soviet Union dated 27 October 1962, expressed his willingness to discuss the 
cuestion of reducing 'internationaJ. tension in the relations between the NATO and 
i-Jarsaw Treaty councries, and to consider any useful proposals on that subject. The 
President of the United States apparently did not think that the consideration of 
such aestions could in any way affect the security of the Western countries. In 
this case it is impossible not to agree with him, Inc-ed, nothing could strengthen 
the secmHty of any State m.ore than the conclusion of a non-aggression pact--'-- a pact 
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^hich would reduce tension in those areas of the vorld raost threatened with the 
possibility of waro 

The need to achieve agreement on such a pact is becoming :.iore and more 
obvious and insistent every day* During the past months we have v.dtnessed new 
and feverish military preparations on the part of the NATO countries <> These 
preparations have now assumed a very dangerous nature: there is taking place at 
a precipitate rate the arming of West Germany^ in wJaich the same forces which led 
to the unleashing of the Second World War are now active o While we here in this 
CoiTmiittee are talking of disarmanent and peace, in the West new military alliances 
are being concluded, nuclear armaments are being improved, and Western Germany is 
being given access to the means for waging a nuclear missile waro That is what 
the agreement concluded at Nassau a few months ago is aimed at o 

At the very beginning of the work of the Sighteen-Nation Committee the 
Soviet delegation pointed out the extrem.e danger inlaerent in the measures provided 
for in this agreement o We were assured at the time that the purpose and meaning 
of the Nassau agreement was to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and that there 
was no intention to arm German militarism with nuclear weapons o But what actually 
happened? It is now being said quite openly that^ in order to legalize the 
transfer of nuclear weapons- to Western Germany in the very near future, the United 
States will revise the l-acfehon Act, which forbids the transfer of nuclear weapoUB 
to other countries o The German Mnister of War, von Kassel, m.akes no secret of 
the fact that the Federal Republic of Germany itself was the originator of the 
plan for the creation of a surface fleet equipped with Polaris missiles, just as 
no one makes any secret of the fact that the aim of the Germ^an initiative is to 
^'join the nuclear club"o 

We are bound to be put on our guard also by txhe fact that in the Franco-German 
agreement, which provides for extensive military liaison between France and the 
Federal Republic of Germany, no room was found for a single word on disarmament or 
on the prevention of war. Instead, the talk at NaTO headquarters now centres 
around the concept of a ''forward movement '» as a new military doctrine. This 
doctrine has a clearly-expressed aggressive character o 
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This Coroittee has often heard the argiuaents of the United States delegation 
t'-:at all plans for the creation of a NATO nultinational or multilateral nuclear force 
are notivated by one ;;u.rpo3e only — to prevent the further spread of nuclear i^reapons. 
In thie cmnexi:)n certain circles in the United States, apparently less restricted in 
their actions than the United States delegation^ are expressing the viev- that the plans 
for the creation of a Ki-JO multinational nuclear force stem from the desire of the 
United States to miaintain its contr ^1^ not only over nuclea,r areapons^ but also over 
th-; poverniaents of its NATO allies • But actually a process is poino; on vrhich is the 
rever'^e :)f these assertions of the United States, There are already many facts \vhich 
show that^ instead of the United States Government ,- vrhich is said to be anxious to 
■or event the proliferation of nuclea,r weapons-, other forces are beginning to play 
first violin in the NATO nuclear ensemble. 

In this regard the development of the question of a so-called NATO m.ultilateral 
nuclear f.-rce is bound to give rise to som.e concern. The plan for the creation of a 
iiATO miultilo.teral nuclear force was born at Nassau^ and its original authors set up 
a definite fraiaework for this plcan. Reference was made to subm.arines vrith Polaris 
imissiles fitted \-/ith nuclear warheads. Then we learned that this plan did not suit 
the Bonn Ck^vernment^ because it did not enable ••[est em Germ.any to be included in the 
NATO multilateral nuclear force iiraiediately. In addition to a submarine nuclear fleet ^ 
the Bonn GoverniTient demanded that a NATO surface fleet equipped with nuclear missile 
weapons shouli be created at oncev '^^^hj did the Bonn militarists want to introduce 
such changes into the United States plan? Because Western Germany possesses the 
necessary industrial means to construct surface vessels^ but apparently does not yet 
possess the mea^ns to construct atomic suhnarines. 

It is obvious that Western Germany is not disposed to be content with the role 
of a third-rate partner in the military alliance. It is striving to push Great 
Britain aside and become^ if not equa]. to the Unit.;d Stat^s^ at least the second most 
im.portant ally -v\rithin NATO. I-t is being said openly in political circles in the 
VJestei^n c:>untries that this is .pr'^cisel^' \^hy V/estern Germany has demanded that^ 
instead of or in addition to submarine bases for nuclear missile; weapons^ a surface 
fleet of twenty-five ships vdth tv/o hundred'm.issiles fittc-d with nuclear v/arheads 
created. In jrder to achieve this. -aiifi^j^/the militarist Government of 
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Vfestern Germany is prepared to extract as much money as possible out of the pockets 
of the German people and to spend the seme amount as the United States on the creation 
of a nuclear fleet. 

All this shows that the West German avengers.^, having already/- achieved their first 
successes in their claims to a leading role in the NATO m.ultilateral nuclear force^ 
are putting forv^ard new dem,ands» Chancellor ..denauer has already said that a NATO 
nuclear fleet is not the final solution to this question. "This^'^ he stressed^ "is 
only the beginning of the development". Adenauer has not yet shov;n all his cards^ 
but he has stated frankly that he v/ould like medium-range missiles i>dth nuclear 
warheads — that iS;, the strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons — to be 
located on German soil. These West German, plans testify that the Bonn Government 
has openly taken the course towards a nuclear v/ar and that it will not stop^ of 
course^ at the unleashing of one. The course of recent events convincingly shows 
that these plans for the creation of a Nx'.TO multilateral and multinational force^ 
.just like the French/West German military agreement^ are playing into the hands of 
the most dangerous aggressive forces. 

All these military preparations of the Western Pov/ers are in sha,rp contrast to 
their unctuous speeches ab >ut peace in our Committee^, and are contrary to the aims 
which the Sight e en-Nat ion Committee has been called upon to achieve. The arm^?jiients 
race and the feverish military preparations of the Western Powers are creating in 
Europe and throughout the v/orld a situation fraught with possibilities of the 
outbreak at any moment of a conflict which could inir.-ediately turn into a general 
thermo-nuclear war. They are increasing international tension^ aggravating relations 
between States^ and thickening the cold-war atmosphere. Our tc'sk and duty is to adopt 
as soon as possible measures which vdll Improve the international situation and relax 
the now tense relations between the. States members of NATO and the States parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty. 

The conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO countries and the 
Warsaw Treaty countries would provide a barrier against the development of events 
which Tiight escape the control of th^se vfao initiated them^ and v/ould undermine 
the position of the forces of aggression. Would this not correspond to the 
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task of oviT CoiTiinittee and to the interests of all nations? The conclusion of a 
non-aggression pact is the true way to create confidence and encourage trust between 
States^ and to create favourable conditions for the solution of the problems of 
disarmaanent* 

We believe that the consideration of this question cannot be postponed any 
longer. In our opinion the question of a non-^aggression pact should be discussed in 
the Committee of the VJhole inTmediately after discussion of the question of the 
Declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing 
strategical means for the dvolivery of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75)^ ^^nd the question 
of war through accident (SNDC/70). 

Mr, STELLS (United States of .America): Mj delegation listened with 
interest to the highly constructive statement made this .morning by the representative 
of Italj^* We listened with great attention also to the eloquent statem.ent of the 
representative of Mexico. We v/ere impressed by^ and we deeply appreciate^ the 
earnest desire of the representative of Mexico for an early treaty on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests. Listening to his statement I thought that the m.a,in thrust 
of it was a call for rea.1 and prompt negotiations on the issues that lie between the 
two sides in reaching an early agreement. That is the deep desire of the United 
States delegation^ and we shall do everything in our power to achieve real negotiations^ 
prompt negotiations ;, and successful negotiations, 

I must take exception to one statem.ent by our Soviet colleague m.ade in a comment 
on the statement of the representative of Mexico, As I understand it^ he said 
( supra , ■p»25 ) that the Committee novi has before it everything necessary for the 
conclusion of an agreement « Unfortunately that is not quite an accurate statem.ent. 
We have agreement in principle on the general f ra-iework of a verification system, for 
a nuclear test ban treaty* We have Soviet proposals on niimbers of inspections and on 
nuxibers of autom-atic stations » We have before us the United States proposals on 
arrangements or modalities for on-site inspections. We do not have such proposals^ 
or comT.ents on the United States proposals^ from the Soviet Union. That is what we 
need to have before us^ and that is v-jhat we need to assist us to proceed to prompt 
and real ne,^ptiati ;ns f or an early treaty banning nuclear tests, . 
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I shouW no-vj like to speak. upon procedure. I assure the representative of 
Mexico that the United States delegation also continues to want to give priority in 
our Conference to the consideration of a test ban treaty. It was for that purpose 
and to ensure what we believe is also desirable •--. namely^ that v/e should not lose 
sight of our main long-run objective in this Conference^ general and complete 
disarmament ~ that the United States delegation originally proposed (ii3\lDC/PV.103^ pa6) 
that the Sub-Committee on a nuclear test ban treaty should be reconvened; that it 
should of course report frequently to the plenary Conference; and that there should 
be plenary discussions as frequently as were desired upon a test ban -treaty. We 
thought that the resumption of discussions by the three nuclear Powers in the Sub- 
Committee could mean that the Conference was in continuous negotiation on the test 
ban treaty in the Sub-Committee and in plenary m.eetings^ as appropriate^ but that at 
the same tii:ie it might allow some plenary m.eetings to be devoted^ while the test ban 
Sub-Committee was in session^ to consideration of the other Important issues which 
face us and which we must not lose com.plete sight of -~ that is_, general and complete 
disarmament^ and collateral measures* 

As the Soviet representative has said (supra^ p, 31)^ the Soviet delegation was 
not willing; to resume meetings of the test ban Sub-Committee. Accordingly^ while 
still giving priority to the test ban discussions^ we agreed to the recommendation — 
made by the co-Chairmen at our last m.eeting and adopted by the Comnittee (ENDC/PV.108^ 
p, 4.0 ) — of a procedure ifhereby one (the first) plenary meeting each week^ and 
■possibly another plenary ineeting each vj-eek^, should be devoted to the test ban treaty^ 
while one plenary meeting a week would' normally be devoted to general and complete 
disarmament. 

I should like" now to speak on the procedures of the Committee of the 1/fliole. The 
Soviet representative said that the United States delegation gave no reason why it 
believed that the collateral measures which had been proposed in the Conference^ by 
whatever delegation^ should be discussed in the Comxiittee of the Miole rather than in 
plenary meetings. We think the reasons are obvious^ and in fact vre did give them to 
our Soviet colleague. 

The plenary m.eetings on general and com.plete disarmajnent have an agreed aganda 
(.ENDC/52). We thought that the Comiittee of the "^tiole^ whic::k was devised for discussion 
of collateral m.easures^ was the logical place in v/hich to discuss collateral measures^ 
and that an agenda for tha,t ComjQiittee could be devised which would then not interfere 
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with the agenda already agreed on for discussion of general and conolete disarmaj^ient 
in plenary meetings,. The argument does not need to be laboured-, because the Soviet 
delegation has agreed that discussion of collateral measures should proceed in the 
Committee of the '^!h^leo 

In his discussion of the agenda for the Comirdttee of the -/toole the Soviet 
representative took the occasion^ vAile discussing procedure^ to launch into a long^ 
violent and^ I submit _, irrelevant diatribe against the Nassau agreement and against 
defensive arrangements being considered by NATO^ and he coupled that vxith unwarranted 
attacks upon the peaceful people and Government of the Federal Republic of Germany. 
I do not propose to follow our Soviet colleague in drawing the attention of the 
Conference away from the lork at hand. We are discussing today the procedures for the 
Committee of the l^^Jhole^ and I propose to discuss that question. 

The United States delegation believes it is highly unfortunate that it has so far 
proved impossible to reach an agreement with our Soviet co-.Chairm.en on the resumption 
of discussion of collateral m.easures in the Comjiiittee of the l^vhole. We believe that 
important progress mdght result from, such discussion^ Specifically we believe that 
measures to reduce the risk of v/ar through accident or failure of communications are 
imp -rt ant and ripe for early agreement. 

I should like to explain quite briefly the procedural differences that ha,ve so 
far blocked agreement on the resui?i.ption of discussion in the Committee of the 'A!hole, 
The United States proposed that the co-Chairmen should recom^nend at this time the 
resuFiption of discussion in the Committee of the n^ole on the basis of the previous 
arrangemiont that we had for discussion in the Committee of the vVhole — that is^ 
parallel discussion of one Soviet item and one United States item. We were prepared 
to agree to discussion of the topic proposed by the United States — the reduction 
of the possibility of war through accide^nt^ miscalculation or failure of communications 
(SNDC/70) — and either one of the Soviet item^s^ the declaration on the renunciation 
of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical means of delivery o:" 
nuclear weap:)ns (ENDC/75)^ or the establishj^ient or nuclear-free zones in various parts 
of the globe (ENDC/C.l/l). 

The Soviet co-Chairman agreed^ as he said today, thot the risk-of-vor 
item and the doclcration on foroign territories should bo p...irod as the first items 
for discussion. However^ he refused, to agree to such discussion unless we xvould commit 
ourselves in advance to debating the Soviet proposal on a non-aggression pact between 
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the NATC and the Warsav/ Treaty States (ErIBC/77) immediately after the. conclusion of a 
debate on the first pair of items o The United States believes that., oecause or the 
Conference's present heavy s::hedule of v/ork in connexion with the test ban question 
and general and complete disarmament^ there is no need at this time to agree upon 
subsequent measures for consideration in the Committee of the Whole o It has been our 
practice in the past to agree upon two items to be discussed as a pair without 
agreement on further items « We believe that^ given other matters with which the 
Conference is occupied; it would be some time before we could hope to complete 
consideration of those first tv/o items in the Committee of the Whole o 

We were not prepared to accept the Soviet proposal that we should agree to give 
priority on the agenda to yet another Soviet item in addition to tiie declaration on 
strategic vehicles ^ along with the one United States item on risk of war measures o I 
think we should recall briefly a little of the history of the discussion on priority 
for items in the Committee of the Wholeo The CoiTimittee will recall that originally 
there was difficulty in arriving at agreement on even the first item that we should 
discuss in the Committee of the Wholeo That difficulty arose from Soviet unwillingness 
to accept for discussion an^" one of the three items which the United States had put 
forward, for discussion in the Committee of the Whole o • I refer to the three items 
listed in the right-hand column of the document which is familiar to all 
representatives — document EMDG/C.I/2 of 2 April 1962 o 

In order to get the work of the Comiaittee of the Whole under way the United States 
agreed that discussions should begin with an item proposed by the Soviet delegation^ 
and we placed on the agenda of the Committee of the Whole for priority discussion the 
subject of the cessation of war propagandao I do not need to recall the unhappy history 
of the discussion on that item. Following that discussion we agreed to give priority 
concurrently to tw^o items — one was an item, proposed for priority discussion by the 
Soviet Union^ namely^ the. item on measures to prevent further dissemination, of nuclear 
weapons • The other item was in fact one-half of an original item proposed for 
discussion by the United States o It will be recalled that we had proposed discussion 
on the reduction of the possibility of war by surprise attack^ miscalculation or failure 
of communications. That item the So«;iet delegation refused to discuss ^ but finally it 
agreed to discuss in pair with its o\m item the item on the reduction of the possibility 
of war through accident ^ miscalculation or failure of communications o 
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For reasons which seemed cogent to. both .the. co-Chairraen^ we have since set aside 
temporarily discussion on the question ol* tne prevention of further dissemination of 
nuclear weaponSo bui:/. so xar^ with paired items for cur next discussion — namely _j 
the risk of war and the Soviet draft declaration •— the ratio of items would be one 
Soviet item^ which we discussed originally^ and a further Soviet item^ to one-half of 
a United States item« The ratio of items discussed in the ComiiTiittee of the Whole 
would therefore be tv/o to one-half in favour of the Soviet delegation o The Soviet 
delegation has now proposed tliat we should add another Soviet itemo That would 
result in a total of three Soviet items to one--half of a United States item* The 
inequality of such an arrangement is obvious^ I believe o It is our hope that the 
Soviet Union will reconsider its position so that the Committee of the Whole may 
resume its discussionSo 

•We very much regret that the present -stand- of the Soviet delegation thus far 
prevents early resumption of the activities of the Gom^mittee of the Whole, We believe 
that very real accomplishments could be achieved at a very early date in connexion 
with measures to reduce the risk of war* In that area we have three topics which 
are common to both disarmament plans. The United States believes that we could make 
a beginning on those relatively simple measures without lengthy negotiations. * Such 
agreement in the near future^ we believe^ could be a great stimulus to progress in 
the more complicated work of the Conference concerning general disaTmajnent. Those 
early measures to reduce the risk of war are of very real significance in their own 
right. If^ for example^ we couJLd agree upon and establish in the immediate future — - 
not at some distant date — - a more direct, and secure communications link to. begin with^ 
let us say^ between the Soviet Government and the United States Government., we should 
have brought into being an arrangement that would reduce immediately the danger of 
accidental war* Surely our philosophy here should be to make use of the areas of 
present agreement when they appear while we seek solutions to other and more difficult 
issues* 

The CHAIRi^Ii'iN (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian) • Gentlemen, my list 
has become considerably longer « The representatives of Poland-, the United Kingdom and 
Italy have asked to speak. However, since it seems that they wish to make only brief 
remarks;, I vj^ prepared to call on them now although it is already latCo 
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Mr> BLUSZTAJN (Poland) ( translation from French ): I cannot give you a 
definite promise to be briefs I shall do my best, but I -wonder t:^ ether it would 
not be preferable to adjourn and to continue the debate on Monday^ since it is 
already 1 p*m. 

M r» STSLLS (United States of Iiaerlca): In the co-Cnairmen ^ s recommendations 
at our last meeting one very firm itei'ii was that the first meeting of each week should 
be devoted to the test ban question. In v±e\\r^ in particular^ of the eloquent statement 
made today by the representative of Mexico^ I should hesitate to subscribe to the 
iQimediate upsetting of that arrangement* 

Mr. BLUSZTAJN (Poland) ( translation from French ); It does not seem to me 
that there is any contradiction betv/een the proposal I have just made and what has 
been suggested by the co-Chairmen: that is to say^ that Monday ^s meeting should be 
devoted to the problem of the cessation of nuclear tests. For example^ we could 
begin our meeting on Monday by continuing the present debate^ and then turn to the 
discussion of nuclea,r tests. In any case it seems to me that we should bring this 
debate on procedure to a rapid conclusion^ since it is a sheer waste of time. If 
it had not taken so long^ perhaps I should have been able to begin my statement 
already. 

Mr. CrJ7/XL.£TTI (Italy) ( translation from French ): For my part^ I am largely 
in agreement vath what the Polish representative has just said^ I should only like 
to emphasize that this should be a debate on procedure. I should not like us to 
embark on such a debate v/hile some delegc'-^tions^ on the contrary^ are initiating a 
discussion on the substance of the question and are making observations and remarks 
of the kind v^ich Mr. Tsarapkin made once more this morning. 

t^. GODBER (United Kingdom): I wanted to speak only very briefly this 
morning. I note that our Polish colleague feels that he might delay our lunch 
considerably^ and I v/clcome that element of flexibility in relation to the length of 
his speech^ if not in relation to other matters. At any rate^ if it be the msh 
of the Committee that we should not proce^^d longer, this morning ™ and I tjiink in 
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general it is a good rule that vre do not 50 on jTiuch beyond one o'clock — I should 
have thought that probably the better x^ay^, if the representative of Poland will 
forgive me^ would be if both he and I were to deny ourselves the pleasure of 
speaking at the beginning of Monday^ s meeting ♦ 

Vfe have^ as our United States colleague has so rightly said^ allocated Monday's 
meeting to the question of nuclear tests. Let us^ then^ continu-c^ the nuclear test 
ban discussion^ which does not impinge on procedure. It could go on and^ if there 
were time after speakers had finished their discussion of nuclear tesi;s^ v/e could 
revert to the procedural matters and have the pleasure of hearing the speech of the 
representative of Poland. If^ hox/ever^ the question of nuclear tests occupies the 
entire meeting^ the logicp.l step then«v70uld be to continue this discussion ;, i-^rfiich 
is clearly on another matter^ at a subsequent meeting of the Committee, It seems 
to me that that would conform to the arrangc;ment v/e have already miade* It i^uld 
not upset other plans ^ and would mean a continuation of this debate taking place 
probably on VJednesday. Possibly that might be the m.ost convenient v/ay of solving 
this quest ion. 

The CH.'JRi-'UA' (Czechoslovakia) ( trons^lation from Russicin ): Does any other 
representpotive viish to speak on this question? Apparently no one, I do not know 
whether there have been any concrete proposals on this question^ but I should like 
to submit for the Committee's consideration my personal opinion that^ in view of 
the late hour^ it would be preferable to adjourn now^ and that on Monday v/e should 
begin id,th the question of the prohibition of tests^ in accordance with the 
co-Chairmen's recommendation v/hich we have adopted* If the list of speakers on 
that question is eodiausted and we still have tlme^ vxe shall be able to discuss 
questions of procedure. If not^ we will deal vdth them on VJednesday, 
It was so decided. 
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The Conference decided to issu e the fo llQV7in.g: coiiununique ; 

''The Conference of the Eight een-Nation ConMittee on Disarmament today 
held. its one hundred and ninth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations^ 
Geneva^ under the chairmanship of Mr. Kurka^ Vice--14inister for Foreign 
Affairs and representative of Czechoslovakia. 

"Statements were made by the- representatives of Italy^ Mexico^ the 
Soviet Union^ the United States^ Poland and the United Kingdom. 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday^ 18 March 1963^ 
at 10.30 a.mJ' 



T he meet ing rose at 1>5 p»iii • 



